
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



Vol. xliii] The Pronunciation of cui and huic 57 



IV. — The Pronunciation of cui and huic 
By Dr. EDGAR HOWARD STURTEVANT 

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY 

One feature of Latin pronunciation about which scholars 
have not yet reached an agreement is the sound represented 
by ui in the dative singular of hie and quis. The dative of 
the latter word is thought by some to have sounded the same 
or nearly the same as the nominative qui. Others regard ui 
in these words as a falling diphthong; that is, as a short 
stressed u followed by a short i in. the same syllable. Still 
others prescribe a diphthong of two short vowels with the 
stress on the second {Hi)} We may dismiss this third theory 
at once on the ground that Hi pronounced with one breath- 
impulse would be indistinguishable from consonantal u + I 
and would therefore give a metrically short syllable. It is 
hoped that a review of the available evidence will help to 
decide between the remaining alternatives. It is as follows : 

I. The difference between the nominative masculine and 
dative singular of the interrogative-relative pronoun indicates 
a difference in pronunciation. It is true that the gramma- 
rians like to explain the difference in orthography as intended 
to distinguish between the two cases. Thus, Terentius 
Scaurus says (vn, 28, 1 ff. K.): c autem in dativo ponimus ut 
sit differentia cui et qui, id est dativi singularis et nominativi 
et vocativi pluralis. We must, however, beware of conclud- 

1 For the first theory see especially Lindsay, Latin Language, 39, and Husband, 
TAP A. xli, 19-23. Compare Stolz, Lateinische Grammatik*, 36, who seems to 
agree with Lindsay, and yet classifies and describes ui as a diphthong ! 

For the second theory see Bennett, Latin Language, IO f., to whom the writer 
is especially indebted. Compare Sommer, Handbuch der lateinischen Laut- und 
Formenlehre, 171 (., and Hale and Buck, Latin Grammar, 3 f. 

For the third theory see Lane, Latin Grammar, 7, who is followed by Hark- 
ness, Complete Latin Grammar, 5. 

Exon's very improbable theory (HermatKena, XII, 208-233) tnat cui and huic 
were always dissyllabic in popular speech need not be considered here, since it 
leaves unchanged the question of the pronunciation of the monosyllabic datives 
which certainly existed in the speech of the educated classes. 
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ing from this that the distinction was confined to the spelling. 
The grammarians speak primarily of the orthography of a 
word, and often take no account of its pronunciation. A 
statement that two words were differently spelled differentiae 
causa does not necessarily imply that they sounded alike. 
For example, Terentius himself, in discussing the marking 
of long vowels, says (vn, 33, 5 ff.): Apices ibi poni debent 
ubi isdem litteris alia atque alia res designatur, ut venit et 
venit, dret et aret, legit et legit, ceteraque his similia. He 
clearly recognizes the difference in pronunciation, but the 
reason for using the apex on one word of each pair is to 
distinguish it from its homogram. 

We must admit that the Romans did sometimes make an 
orthographical distinction between words of identical sound ; 
for example, the nominative plural 1 (usually spelled it) did 
not differ in pronunciation from the imperative i (see Bram- 
bach, Neugestaltung, 140 f., and the author's Contraction in 
the Case Forms of the Latin io- and id-stems, 11, 32). But 
there was a special reason against distinguishing two cases 
of the same word by varying the initial consonant. If cui 
had really contained the same consonant group as qui, quern, 
etc., no grammarian would wantonly have introduced a dis- 
tinction that ran counter to the grammatical principle of 
analogia. Terentius adds to the above explanation of c in 
cui the words : quamquam secundum analogiam omnes partes 
orationis quae per casus declinantur eandem litteram in prima 
parte per omnes casus servent quam nominativo habuerint. 
Grammatical theory would certainly have favored the spelling 
qui for the dative, if that had represented the pronunciation. 1 

2. In post-Augustan poetry the dative singular of quis is 
sometimes treated as a word of two short syllables (Sen. 
Troad. 852, +), and that pronunciation is several times re- 

1 The occasional spelling qui for the dative (see Neue-Wagener, Formenlehre, 
II, 454, L. Miiller, Praefatio ad Catullum, xii, Seyffert, Index ad Codicis Rescripti 
Ambrosiani Apographum, s.v., etc.) is no more significant for the pronunciation 
than quius for the genitive, which certainly was not pronounced qulus. In both 
cases q is a violation of usus in the interests of analogia (otherwise Sommer, 
Handbuch, 465). 
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ferred to by the grammarians (Ps.-Probus, iv, 233, 18 K., 
Terentianus Maurus, vi, 346, 696 K., Annaeus Cornutus, vn, 
149, 1-10 K., Caesellius, vn, 202, 27 K., Audax, vu, 329, 
4 ff. K.). Similarly the dative singular of hie is a dissyllable 
in Statius, Silvae, 1, 1, 107 and 1, 2, 135; the quantity of the 
second vowel is indeterminable in both verses, but we may 
safely assume that it was short, as in the case of dissyllabic 
cut. At a later date we meet iambic datives, huic (Teren- 
tianus Maurus, vi, 366, 1375 K.) and cut (very late). 1 

It has been suggested (Husband, I.e. 22) that in these pas- 
sages the consonantal u has been vocalized, as in siidvis for 
siiavis, etc. Such a variation, however, is confined to the 
interior of the word and the initial group su (see Sommer, 
Handbuch, 1 76) ; *cMnque for quinque, *cu&tio for quatio, and 
the like, are unknown, and even in the interrogative-relative 
pronoun itself we find no nominative *ciii or ablative *ciid, 
*ciia. 

Sommer, Handbuch, 466, is probably correct in tracing 
iambic cut and huic to the analogy of other pronominal da- 
tives like illi and isti. But there are serious objections to 
the further suggestion, which he cautiously puts in the form 
of a question, that pyrrhic cui and huic come from ciii and 
huic by iambic shortening. We have no evidence for the 
existence of the iambic forms till some two hundred years 
after the appearance of the pyrrhic forms. It is dangerous 
to assume the operation of the iambic law at so late a date. 
Furthermore, if the association with the pronominal datives 
in -i was strong enough to produce the dissyllabic forms, it 
would probably have preserved the quantity of their final 
vowel. 

While there seems to be no satisfactory way of deriving 
the pyrrhic pronunciation ciii from monophthongal cut, it is 
but a slight and natural modification of diphthongal cui. 
Husband's contention (I.e., 22) that such a resolution of a 

1 CAT, however, occurs twice in Albinus ap. Priscian. II, 304 K. (= Baehrens, 
Frag. Poet. Rom. 406), whose date is unknown. It has been inferred from his 
use of this form that he lived as late as the third or fourth century (see Schanz, 
Romische Literaturgeschickte? in, 47). 
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diphthong into its elements is out of harmony with the usual 
treatment of diphthongs in Latin, fails to reckon with the 
fact that classical Latin possessed two orders of diphthongs. 
The sound groups written ae, oe, and au had in classical 
times already entered upon the series of changes that finally 
reduced them to monophthongs, and for that reason we do 
not find them resolved into their elements. The diphthong 
ui, however, is to be compared with oi mproin, which, though 
usually a monosyllable, is treated as a dissyllable in Priap. 
84, 16, and with ei in dein, which shows dissyllabic ei in 
Terentianus Maurus, vi, 345, 669 K., or in dehinc, which 
contains one syllable in Verg. Aen. 1, 131, but two in Georg. 
in, 167, etc., or in dehiscas in Catull. 98, 6 (see Hendrickson, 
Rh. M. lix, 478). A still closer parallel is furnished by flttito 
(usually so pronounced) beside fluito in Lucr. in, 189, 477. 1 
If a variation between diphthong and dissyllable was possible 
in these words, we are at liberty to assume a similar variation 
in cui and huic. 

3. Quite the most striking fact about the datives cui and 
hide is their parallelism with the genitives adus and Aldus. 
Not only do they agree in spelling as against other case 
forms from their respective stems ; their history also is alike : 
as imperial ad is to republican quoi so is imperial adits to 
republican quoins. No theory which involves a separation 
of the two cases can be considered satisfactory. Now the 
pronunciation of the genitives cuius and Indus is perfectly 
well known (see Stolz, Lat. Gramm^ 31 and references). 
They contain a diphthong ui followed by a consonantal i 
which begins the second syllable {cut-ins, hui-ius). Hence 
cui and huic probably contain a diphthong. 

4. If huic were pronounced with a consonantal u {huic), it 
would have to be treated by the poets like such words as vis 
and vlcus, whose initial consonant has the same prosodic 

1 The traditional label " synizesis " for such forms has led to a great deal of 
confusion as to their real nature. There is, of course, a series of intermediate 
stages between the separate enunciation of two successive vowels and their full 
amalgamation into a diphthong; but whenever we may fairly say that they form 
a single syllable we are equally justified in calling them a diphthong. 
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effects as any other. Before hide, however, a final vowel is 
elided {e.g. Verg. Aen. v, 849), and a short final syllable end- 
ing in a consonant remains short (e.g. Verg. Aen. in, 28). 
Huic must therefore begin with an aspirated vowel, not with 
h + consonantal u. 

5. The Romans have left us a number of statements con- 
cerning the question before us. Certain passages, however, 
which have been brought into the discussion really have no 
bearing upon it. The fact that the grammarians usually omit 
ui from their lists of diphthongs has been thought (Husband, 
op. cit.) to indicate that there was no such diphthong in Latin. 
The adequate reply is that many of the lists omit also the 
ei of deinde, etc., and all of them omit the oi of proin and 
proinde. In one such passage, however, ui is included ; Dio- 
medes, 1, 427, 13 K., cites ae, oe, au, eu, and ui. Still, it is 
quite possible that Diomedes had in mind Greek words with 
vi, as Marius Victorinus certainly had when he drew up the 
list (vi, 26, 27 K.): ae, oe, au, eu, yi. 

Of purport similar to the omission of ui from the lists of 
diphthongs is Terentianus Maurus, vi, 341, 537 K. : 

Porro cum praecedet u 
consonantis vim ministrat omnibus vocalibus. 

This is a rather loose statement which is true of many words, 
but which takes no account of certain others. It surely does 
not apply to f nit and suo or to cuius and huius ; why need it 
apply to cui and huic ? 

In the present paper, therefore, we shall confine our atten- 
tion to places where cui and huic are expressly mentioned. 

A passage in Quintilian (1, 7, 27) enables us to trace the 
pronunciation of the dative of quis from the first half of 
the first century a.d. In the preceding section he approves 
the spelling of words like seruum and ceruum with uu rather 
than uo, and adds : Neutro sane modo vox quam sentimus 
efficitur. Nee inutiliter Claudius Aeolicam illam ad hos usus 
litteram adiecerat. That is, the spelling seruum is faulty in 
that it does not denote the consonantal character of the first u. 
He continues (27) : Illud nunc melius quod cui tribus quas 
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praeposui litteris enotamus. If we inquire why the spelling 
cui is better than the spelling senium, the only answer is that 
the syllable cui contains two vowels instead of a consonant 
followed by a vowel, and so the spelling ui is not misleading. 
The rest of the section runs : in quo pueris nobis ad pingueni 
sane sonum q et u et o et i utebantur, tantum ut ab illo qui 
distingueretur. I should translate, " When we were boys, in 
order to represent what is, I grant you,a full sound {i.e. fuller 
than that of qui) they spelled this word quoi merely that it 
might be distinguished from qui." x He approves of the 
spelling cui because it is a more accurate representation than 
quoi of the actual pronunciation, but even the latter orthog- 
raphy, he says, has some justification in the "full" sound of 
the word. 

The adjective " full" appears also in Velius Longus, vu, 76, 
3 f. K. : Itaque audimus quosdam plena oi syllaba dicere quoi 
et hoic pro cui et huic, quod multo vitiosius est quam si tenui- 
tatem y litterae custodirent {i.e. cyi, hyic). Such vigorous con- 
demnation of quoi and hoic reads like a bit of polemic against 
some pedantic archaizer who wanted to pronounce as well as 
write quoi. (Velius probably belongs to the archaizing age 
of Hadrian.) The suggestion that one might spell cyi is an 
anticipation of Terentianus' proposal to identify ui in cui with 
Greek vi (cf. below, p. 64). Neither yi nor vt can reasonably 
be understood as representing the sound ui. 

The longest ancient discussion of our problem occurs in 
Terentianus Maurus, vi, 345 ff. K. After stating that i fol- 
lowing a consonant and preceding u is always a vowel, as in 
pius, he continues : 

1 Bennett, Latin Language, 10, Husband, I.e., 20, and, apparently, Lindsay, 
Latin Language, 39, 44, have interpreted the latter part of the passage to mean 
that the pronunciation of quoi was in Quintilian's boyhood almost identical with 
that of qui. They do not explain how they arrive at such a conclusion. If they 
are relying upon the clause " tantum ut ab illo qui distingueretur," we may com- 
pare what was said above (p. 58) about the phrase " differentiae causa." We 
should rather be inclined to infer from Quintilian's failure to state the contrary 
that the pronunciation of the dative singular of the interrogative-relative pronoun 
had not changed during his lifetime. Some other considerations point in the 
same direction (cf. Sommer, Handbuch, 174 f., 465). 
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671 Nulla diphthongos quod ante iSro praemitti sinit, 1 

media porro si locetur u, fit una syllaba, 

ecce rursum discrepare litteras istas vides. 

Namque, cui si quando dico, non erit disyllabon ; 
675 nee tamen diphthongos ista consonante praedita 

poterit esse quae videri non potest cum libera est. 

Hoc enim solum adsequetur, quod digammos non erit 

ante posta cum sit ipsa turn sequens vocalis i ; 

nam nisi insequatur aliqua consonantum littera, 
680 cui brevis manebit, atque longa fiet addita. 

Dactylus nam cui super, cui tu sequens spondeus est, 
685 consonans quia post secuta tempus adiuvit breve. 

Hanc brevem sed ante nobis pervidendum est syllabam 
una consonans secuta quatenus longam creet ; 
ipsa nam vel secum habere consonantem debuit, 
vel duarum post sequentum sublevari tempore. 

Then follows a long and involved discussion of the ques- 
tion whether the dative cui should be spelled with initial c 
or q, and of the related question whether the word should be 
pronounced in one syllable or in two (lines 690-759). The 
argument is sometimes difficult to follow (partly because of 
the imperfect condition of the text) ; 2 and we may pass it by, 
since Terentianus himself is unable to reach any final deci- 
sion. He continues : 

1 A translation of these lines may make it easier to follow the argument : 

" Because no diphthong allows u to be placed before i, whereas if u be placed 
in the middle {is. between a consonant and *'; compare the passage last dis- 
cussed) a single syllable results, you see again that these letters are unlike. For 
when I pronounce cui it will not be a dissyllable; nor yet can there be a diph- 
thong if that consonant precedes {praedita ; cf. line 792) which cannot appear 
when independent {i.e. q, which cannot be used without a following «). In fact, 
this alone will result, that (a) will not be digamma when it is put first and the 
vowel i follows; for, unless some consonant follow, cui will remain short, but 
will become long if a consonant be added. . . . Cui super is a dactyl and cui tu 
a spondee because the consonant following {cui) strengthens its (naturally) short 
time. But we must first consider to what extent this short syllable is lengthened 
by one following consonant; for it must have had a consonant in itself or else be 
supported by the time of two following consonants." 

2 In lines 696, 699, etc., the editio princeps, our only authority, is surely right 
in giving c and cui ; cf. especially lines 745 ff. Lachmann read q and qui. 
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760 Nee potest et hoc liquere, an / putemus consonam 1 

longa cui super paretur ceu duabus consonis ; 

alteram quia consequendo semper i vocalis est, 

tertiam et casus sequentes esse vocalem docent ; 

imo si nunc u putamus esse vocalis soni, 
765 i magis vocalis esse iudicanda est subsequens. 

Numquid hanc diphthongon ergo ex u et i sic dicimus, 

non ut u nunc sit Latina, sed magis Graecum sit vi, 

yvia cum dicunt et tuas, tale quid cui ut sonet 

temporum et per se duorum non requirat consonam, 
770 cui super sed tale fiat quale dudum trans mare, 

longa cum reddit vacantes quae simul sunt consonae? 

An magis cuii nos oportet per duas i scribere, 

quia sequens casus videtur hoc sonare, qui facit 

cuius (ed. pr. quius) ut Troia atque Maia de tribus vocalibus, 
775 cui super nil ut iuvetur a propinqua consona, 

quando cuius longa prior est facta, cum sit consonans? 

Haec putavi colligenda ; tu sequere quod voles. 

Evidently Terentianus is far from certain how to label the 
sound ui in cui. It does not fit into his grammatical cate- 
gories at all. It is not analogous to the sound group iu in 
pius because it is not dissyllabic (671 ff.), and yet there is 
something to say in favor of the dissyllabic pronunciation, 
after all (696 ff.). On the other hand, it cannot be a diph- 

1 " And we cannot settle this question either, whether we should think that i is 
a consonant (and) the long (syllable cui in) cui super is produced as if by two 
consonants; for i following another (vowel) is always a vowel, and the case- 
forms which follow show that the third letter (of the pronoun) is a vowel; in 
fact, if we think now that u has the vowel sound, the following i must all the 
more be. considered a vowel. Shall we then perhaps say that this is a diphthong 
consisting of u and i, not (in such a way) that u is a Latin letter but rather (the 
diphthong) is Greek vt when they say yv7a and ulas? Then cui would have a 
similar sound and, containing two morae in itself, would not need a consonant, 
while cui super would become such (a phrase) as we have found (1. 616) trans 
mare to be, in that a long vowel renders otiose the accompanying consonants. 
Or should we rather write cuii with double i, because this seems to be the sound 
of the next case, which forms cuius like Troia and Maia with three vowels? 
Then cui super would not be helped at all by the neighboring consonant, because 
the first (syllable) of cuius has been made long by having a consonant (of its 
own). I thought I ought to mention these considerations; follow whichever 
theory you please." 
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thong because the word may be spelled qui, and u after q 
must be closely attached to that letter (675 ff.). Again, u in 
cui cannot be called a consonant because the syllable,, though 
normally short, is made long by position if the next word 
begins with a consonant (677 ff.), and that would indicate 
that u is vocalic and * consonantal. After a long discussion, 
however, this solution also is rejected, though with a good 
deal of hesitancy, because i after a vowel must be a vowel, 
and in most of its forms the interrogative-relative pronoun 
shows a vowel after u (760 ff.). Then our author returns, 
with a cautious numquid, to the possibility that ui is a diph- 
thong, like Greek vi (766 ff.); but lets us see that he himself 
inclines to the theory that /is a consonant which, he suggests, 
may be written double, as in cuiius. 

For us there are three significant facts about the passage. 
In the first place, Terentianus tacitly assumes that the i of 
cui is not a long vowel ; such a solution of the problem does 
not enter into his discussion at all, even though he is search- 
ing for any possible way of disposing of the form without 
running counter to grammatical theory. Furthermore, his 
statement (679 f., but cf. 769-776) that cui is short unless a 
consonant follows can have meaning only if the i is short — 
as it should be if it is the second member of a diphthong. 

Secondly, he considers and definitely rejects the theory 
that u in cui is a consonant. He is quite as explicit in regard 
to huic, in lines 791 ff. The letter h, he says, does not have 
the metrical value of either a vowel or a consonant : 

791 Et tamen vim consonantis adimit, una in syllaba 
praedita est quotiens duabus u et i vocalibus. 
Huius aut huic solemus nam frequenter dicere : 
u digammon esse nunc iam non sinit nee consonam, 

795 esse quam semper necesse est cum carens spiramine 
ante vocalem locatur, ut vigor valens vetus. 

In the third place, Terentianus finally leaves us just two 
alternatives : either cui is diphthongal or it ends in conso- 
nantal i. Now these two solutions of the problem are really 
one; for consonantal /before an initial consonant of the next 
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word would be indistinguishable from the second member 
of a diphthong; and, conversely, a diphthongal id before an 
initial vowel of the next word would, if not elided, develop 
after it a consonantal glide beginning with the ^-position, or 
else the second member of the diphthong would become con- 
sonantal (cui-ialteri or cu-ialteri). 

If the case was so simple as that, some one will ask, why 
did Terentianus find it difficult ? The reason is that the word 
diphthongos was traditionally applied to the combinations ae, 
oe, and an, and in his day these were really monophthongs, 
though still written with two letters. He realized that the 
sound of id in ad was not analogous to their sound, and so 
he hesitated to call it by the same name — even though he 
saw that the old definition of the word diphtliongos fitted per- 
fectly. That is what he had in mind when he said (767 f.) 
that if we decide to call id a diphthong we must consider it 
a Greek diphthong. 

Another grammarian who feels that monosyllabic cid con- 
tains a diphthong, but who nevertheless hesitates to extend 
the term beyond its traditional sphere, is Audax, who says 
(vn, 329, 4f. K.): . . . concurrentibus inter se vocalibus duae 
syllabae in unam quasi (!) per diphthongon contrahuntur, ut 
"ad non dictus Hylas puer." 

Priscian, 11, 303, 11 ff. K., grasps the other horn of the 
dilemma and calls the i of ad a consonant : Ergo si Pom- 
peius et Vulteius trisyllaba sunt in nominativo necessario in 
vocativo disyllaba esse debent, quod non potest fieri nisi i 
loco consonantis accipiatur. Unde illud quoque possumus 
scire quod bene ad pro monosyllabo accipiunt metrici et 
hide. Omnis enim genetivus in -ins desinens una vult syllaba 
superare suum dativum. 

The notices which the Romans have left as to the pronun- 
ciation of ad and hide are, then, in accord with the indica 
tions furnished by orthography and prosody. Since there 
seems to be no valid evidence on the other side, we may safely 
conclude that in imperial times the monosyllabic dative of hie 
and of qids contained a diphthongal id. 



